The lectotypes of Rhamnus micranthus, the basionym of Trema micrantha, proposed by Wijnands (1983), Howard (1988) and Jarvis (2007) are incomplete or incorrect. The source of the problem is discussed and a new lectotype is here designated.
Before that correction in 1762, Linnaeus' descriptions of Rhamnus micranthus varied considerably among publications. In November 1759, it was included in a list of plants Browne presented to Linnaeus, the Plantarum Jamaicensium Pugillus (Linnaeus & Elmgren 1759: 10) : "28. Rhamnus micranthus. Plum. ic. 206. f. 1. Folia alterna, petiolata, palmaria." In December of that same year, it was also included in an annotated list of Jamaican species based primarily on the Browne and Sloane collections, the Flora Jamaicensis (Linnaeus & Sandmar 1759: 14) : " Rhamnus 5 Micranth. 173. E.28." In the first, Linnaeus & Elmgren (1759) cited an illustration by Plumier rather than Browne's illustration for R. micranthus and provided a description very different from that in the earlier Systema Naturae (1759: 937). In the second, Linnaeus & Sandbar (1759) brought the two citations together for the first time, indicating that the fifth Rhamnus in Browne, on p. 173, and species 28 in Linnaeus & Elmgren (1759: 10) , which cites Plumier's icon 206. f. 1, was micranthus.
The association of both the Browne and Plumier illustrations with R. micranthus probably arose through correspondence between Linnaeus and Burman. In March of that year, Burman published the description for Plumier's Tab. 206, f. 1 (Plumier & Burman 1759: 200-201) Wijnands (1983: 199 Browne, Civ. Nat. Hist. Jamaica, 173, t. 12, f. 2, 1756 . Wijnands (1983 correctly chose an illustration for the lectotype because there are no extant Browne specimens of Rhamnus micranthus in the Linnaean herbarium, which would be marked 'Br'. It is surprising, however, that Wijnands did not comment on the Linnaean Herbarium specimen No. 262.13 (LINN: http://linnean-online.org/2735/), which has 'Br' at the base of the stem and was originally identified as R. micranthus. Although it is not a Trema, it may explain some discrepancies in the early Linnean descriptions of R. micranthus. According to Savage (1945: 39) , this specimen was initially annotated as "Rhamnus micranthus" by Linnaeus, then annotated as "Caturus ramiflorus" by Planchon. A later annotation as "Boehmeria ramiflora Jacquin" (1760: 31), a synonym of C. ramiflorus Linnaeus (1767: 127) , appears to be correct. Both names were published after the publication of R. micranthus in 1759. That this specimen may be the source of the conflicting descriptions of R. micranthus in Linnaeus & Elmgren (1759: 10; 1760: 395) versus Linnaeus in Systema Naturae (1759: 937) and Species Plantarum (1762: 280) was perhaps first suggested by Dryander (1794: 226) . The specimen is decidedly longer petioled and more strongly 3-veined than the Trema illustrated in Browne and Plumier and is in agreement with "Folia alterna, petiolata, palmaria" in Linnaeus & Elmgren (1759: 10; 1760: 395 , 2015) . If Solander were correct, this would be the hoped for specimen matching the description and illustration of "Rhamnus?, an Zizyphus" of Browne (1756: 173, Tab. 12, Fig. 2) and might replace the illustration chosen as the lectotype of R. micranthus by Wijnands (1983) , Howard (1988) and Jarvis (2007) . This specimen has very acute leaf bases, strictly pinnate venation, and comparatively large flowers, and therefore little resembles Browne's illustration. In addition, the species is not a species of Trema, leaving only the illustration as a possible lectotype.
